research documents the branding of goods and services, application of classical branding theories to places, in particular to tourism destinations, is a relatively new area of academic investigation (Gnoth, 1998; Cai, 2002) . More recently, drawing upon concepts from classical branding theories, the relational exchange paradigm and the network paradigms, Hankinson (2004) proposes a "relational network brand" model for tourist destinations. This model conceptualizes the place brand as a core brand (personality, positioning and reality) with four categories of brand relationships (consumer relationships, primary service relationships, media relationships and brand infrastructure relationships).
In this article, we recognize that a tourist destination consists of a bundle of tangible and intangible, and can be potentially be seen as product or perceived as a brand. Referring to previous research on product/brand personality and adopting Aaker's (1997) terminology, we conceptualise destination personality as the set of personality traits associated with a destination. The contribution of this paper primarily lies in its empirical investigations of the brand image -brand personality relationship in the context of tourist destinations. The outline of the paper is as follows; the first part provides a conceptual background on brand (destination) image, brand (destination) personality and the relationship between the two constructs.
Second, the research design and study findings are discussed; the final part draws conclusions, outlines managerial implications and highlights future research directions.
LITERATURE REVIEW Destination Image
Brand image is an important concept in consumer behavior (Dobni and Zinkhan, 1990) . The most common and widely accepted definition of brand image is "the perceptions about a brand reflected as associations existing in the memory of the consumer" (Keller, 1993) . The associations are created in three potential ways: direct experience with the product/service, from information sources or from inferences to pre-existing associations (Martinez and Pina, 2003) . Brand image is a multidimensional construct (Martinez and de Chernatony, 2004) and consists of functional and symbolic brand benefits (Low and Lamb, 2000) . Similar to the strong interests at studying brand image, for the past three decades, destination image has been a dominating area of tourism research. Studies on destination image trace back to the early 1970s with Hunt (1975) influential work examining the role of image in tourism development. In a review of the literature from 1973 to 2000, Pike (2000) identifies 142 destination image studies exploring a variety of areas such as the role and influence of destination image in consumer behavior, image formation, and destination image scale development. Interestingly, research on destination image goes beyond the academic community and is of equal relevance to destination marketers (Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997) . However, much attention to the study of destination image primarily lies in the latter influence on tourists' behaviors. For example, in a review of 23 frequently cited destination image studies, Chon (1990) finds that the most popular themes emerging from these studies are the role and influence of destination image on traveler's behavior and satisfaction. The image of a destination influences tourists' choice processes, the evaluation of that destination and future intentions (Bigné, Sanchez, & Sanchez, 2001 ).
Despite its academic importance and practical relevance for tourism marketing, researchers often neglect to provide a precise definition of destination (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991) . As Pearce (1988:162) comments "image is one of those terms that won't go away…a term with vague and shifting meanings". Nevertheless, the most commonly cited definition is "the sum of beliefs, ideas and impressions that a person has of a destination" (Crompton (1979:18 ).
An increasing number of researchers direct their attention to identifying what constitutes destination image (e.g., Lawson and Band-Bovy, 1977; Dichter, 1985) .
Much empirical research support the premise that destination image consists primarily of two components: cognitive and affective (e.g. Crompton, 1979 ). Yet, with some exceptions, the majority of destination image studies focus on its cognitive component (e.g., Echtner and Ritchie, 1991; Walmsley and Young, 1998; Chen and Uysal 2002) and overlook the affective component. Baloglu and Brinberg (1997) posits that the practice of focussing on only the cognitive component is not appropriate for studying destination image and can result in measurement issues since "the meaning of a place is not entirely determined by its physical properties" (Ward and Russell, 1981:123) .
Traditionally, researchers have a tendency to borrow Russell's (1980) scale to capture the affective component (see for e.g., Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997) and there is a strong preference for ad hoc measures to assess the cognitive attributes of destinations. Still, very few studies (e.g., Baloglu and McCleary, 1999; MacKay and Fesenmaier, 2000; Uysal, Chen and Williams, 2000) employ both affective and cognitive components in evaluating destination image. Table 1 reviews some selected destination image studies in terms of dimensions studied and method adopted. and/or Likert-type scales are most common among researchers (for e.g., Echtner and Ritchie, 1993; Ong and Horbunluekit, 1997; Chen and Uysal, 2002) . As for the number of destination image attributes, it diverge largely: from 4 (see Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997) to 48 (see Uysal, Chen & Williams, 2000) . On the other hand, in our review, Dann (1996) is the only study adopting an unstructured research design. The author offers an alternative qualitative method to the study of destination image and examines the linguistic content of tourists' mental images. Focusing on visitors' own projected images and responses to pictorial stimuli in both pre and on-trip situations, Dann (1996) develop a destination image analysis framework consisting of cognitive, affective and conative components. Dann's (1996) study further demonstrates the complexity at investigating the linkages between destination image and choice.
Destination Personality
Brand personality appeals to both academics (e.g. Aaker, 1997; Gardner and Levy, 1955) and practitioners (e.g. Plummer, 1984) as its importance becomes more apparent. Brand personality is described as the personality traits generally associated with humans that consumers perceive brand to possess (Batra, Lehmann, & Singh, 1993; Aaker, 1997) . A distinctive brand personality can create a set of unique and favourable associations in consumer memory and thus enhance brand equity (Keller, 1993) . Brand personality serves as an enduring basis for differentiation (Crask and Henry, 1990) . As a result, brand personality is an important factor for the success of a brand in terms of preference and choice (Batra et al., 1993) . A well established brand personality can result in consumers having stronger emotional ties to the brand, greater trust and loyalty (Fournier, 1998) .
Brand personality research suffers due to a lack of common theory and consensual taxonomy of personality traits to describe products and brands (Aaker and Fournier, 1995 Aaker's (1997) work, the literature reports several applications of the BPS in different settings and across cultures (e.g., Aaker, Benet-Martinez, & Garolera, 2001; Siguaw, Mattila, & Austin, 1999; Supphellen and Gronhaug, 2003) .
Similar to brand personality research, the tourism literature increasingly acknowledges the importance of destination personality, in particular, at leveraging the perceived image of a place and in influencing tourist choice behavior (Crockett and Wood, 2002) . At the conceptual level, many tourism academics embrace the face validity of the destination personality construct (e.g., Henderson, 2000; Morgan, analysis of travel and tourism advertisements, Santos (2004) found that personality attributes such as "contemporary", "modern", "sophisticated", and "traditional"
represents Portugal in the U.S. travel media. Henderson (2000) posits that the New Asia-Singapore brand is comprised of six personality characteristics: cosmopolitan, youthful, vibrant, modern, reliable and comfort. However, to date, limited empirical research exists that identify salient destination personality dimensions (Ekinci and Hosany, 2006) .
Relationship between Brand Image and Brand Personality
Brand image and brand personality are key at creating brand equity (Martineau, 1958; Keller, 1993; Plummer, 1984) . Although several models exist in the literature to explain the two concepts, much ambiguity surrounds the relationship between brand image and brand personality. Poor conceptualisations and a lack of empirical studies have hampered progress in understanding this relationship. At the conceptual level, two issues exist: definitional problems and interchangeable use of the terms brand image and brand personality. Patterson's (1999) review of the branding literature highlights the definitional inconsistencies; the author identifies 27 definitions of brand image and 12 brand personality definitions. In some instances, brand image is defined in terms of brand personality. Hendon and Williams (1985) and Upshaw (1995) definitions are typical of these inconsistencies.
[Brand image] also known as 'brand personality' or 'brand character', it involves nothing more than describing a product as if it were a human being. (Hendon and Williams, 1985:66) [Brand image is] generally synonymous with either the brand's strategic personality or its reputation as a whole. (Upshaw, 1995:14) The second issue relates to the interchangeable use of the terms brand image and brand personality in the literature (e.g., Smothers, 1993; Doyle, 1989 ). An illustration is the following extract from Graeff (1997:49) .
Marketers have become increasingly aware of the strategic importance of a brand's image. Just as people can be described in terms of their personality as perceived by other people, brands can be described in terms of their image as perceived by consumers.
Clearly, the above extract shows that the author makes no apparent effort to delineate between brand image and brand personality. Patterson (1999) further concluded that most studies fail to distinguish between the terms brand image, brand personality and user image. Still, some scholars attempt to provide some theoretical explanations to the brand image-brand personality relationship (e.g., Plummer, 1984; Karande et al., 1997; Patterson, 1999) . For these authors, brand image is a more encapsulating term and has a number of inherent characteristics or dimensions, including, among others, brand personality, user image, product attributes and consumer benefits. For example, in Heylen, Dawson and Sampson's (1995) brand model, brand personality and brand identity are two components of image. However, Heylen et al., (1995) conceptualisation contrasts with Kapferer (1997) identity prism, in which personality and self-image are components of brand identity along with physical, relationship, reflection, and culture dimensions.
Another school of thought (Biel, 1993: 71) views brand image as "a cluster of attributes and associations that consumers connect to a brand". In this elaboration, evoked associations can be either hard (tangible/functional) or soft (emotional attributes). Brand personality is seen as the soft emotional side of brand image (Biel, 1993) . Likewise, Fournier (1998) argues that when brand are successful at satisfying consumer needs, consumers develop strong emotions towards them. In summary, the lack of solid theory development results in confusion and impedes managerial practices. The relationship between brand image and brand personality necessitates substantive empirical testing and confirmation.
METHOD
The measures for destination image, destination personality, an attitude towards the destination, overall image and intention to recommend behavior were adapted from previous research. The questionnaire also comprises sociodemographics characteristics and aspects of travel behavior.
Destination Image
Destination image has both cognitive and affective components (Crompton, 1979; Dann 1996) . Some previous studies investigate either the affective (e.g., Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997) or cognitive dimensions (e.g., Schroeder, 1996) , but this study seeks to incorporate both dimensions in its assessment of destination image.
Affective image is measured using 4 bipolar items adopted from Russell (1980 
Destination Personality
Destination personality was measured using Aaker's (1997) five dimensional brand personality scale (BPS). The BPS is the most comprehensive instrument for measuring brand/product personality and numerous studies (e.g. Siguaw et al., 1999) adopt this scale to capture consumers' perception of brand personality. At a preliminary stage, we tested the original brand personality scale for content validity.
Twenty native British subjects (50% male and 50% female) were asked to state whether each of the 42 personality traits are relevant to their description of tourism destinations. The criterion set out to establish content validity was that traits are chosen by at least 70 percent of the pre-test respondents. As a result of this process, 27 personality traits, across 5 dimensions, were retained for the final questionnaire and are as follows: Sincerity (down to earth, family oriented, sincere, wholesome, original, cheerful and friendly); Excitement (daring, exciting, spirited, imaginative, up to date, independent); Competence (reliable, secure, intelligent, successful, confident, secure); Sophistication (upper class, glamorous, good looking); and Ruggedness (outdoorsy, masculine, western, tough, rugged). Ratings for the 27-items destination personality scale are captured using a 5 point Likert-type scale with anchors 1= "not descriptive at all" and 5= "extremely descriptive", consistent with Aaker's (1997) study and recent research on brand personality (e.g., Diamantopoulos, Smith, & Grime, 2005) .
Dependent Variables
The study also includes multiple dependent measures to assess the criterion validity of the scales. All items are measured using a 7-point single item Likert-type scale. Overall destination image evaluation is captured using the statement "What is your impression of the overall image of the destination?" with anchors extremely poor 
Data Collection and Sample
Data were collected in the United Kingdom (UK) in three different cities via a personally administered questionnaire. To participate in the survey, respondents were approached randomly on the high streets, around shopping complexes and at train stations to participate. In general, respondents were responsive and willing to participate, and refusal rates were predominantly low (around 15%). Using the retrieval hypothesis (Solomon, Bamossy, & Askegaard, 1999) , respondents were instructed to recall their experiences about the most recent tourist destination visited outside the UK before answering a series of questions. A total of 148 usable questionnaires were collected from British nationals. Table 2 summarizes the profile of the respondents. The sample is almost equally split between males (48%) and females (52%). 
RESULTS

Measure Refinements
The psychometric properties of the destination image and destination personality scales were assessed for construct validity, criterion validity, convergent validity, unidimensionality and reliability analyses (Churchill, 1979; Gerbing and Anderson, 1988; Anderson and Gerbing, 1998) .
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Destination Image
The construct validity of the destination image scale was examined against convergent and discriminant validity, both of which were tested using exploratory factor analysis. Preliminary analyses using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO = 0.79) and
Barlett's test (significant at the 0.00 level) supported the appropriateness of factor analyses to the data (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998) . Principal component extraction with Varimax rotation was applied to the 21-items destination image scale.
The criterion for the significance of factor loadings was set at 0.45 following the suggestion of Hair et al., (1998) for sample size of 150. Items exhibiting low factor loadings (<0.40), high cross loadings (>0.40) or low communalities (<0.30) were eliminated until a clean and rigid factor structure emerge. Initial findings suggest that the destination image scale consist of five dimensions. A three factor solution was retained for two reasons: first, the three factors explained most of the variance in the analyses; and second, the last two factors displayed insufficient reliability (alpha coefficient values were <.60). Table 3 presents the findings of factor analysis for the destination image scale. In Table 3 , the three extracted factors explained 62 percent of the total variance. All factors have relatively high reliability coefficients ranging from 0.70 to 0.77 and factor loadings are predominantly high (≥.59). Such findings establish the construct validity of the destination image scale (Churchill, 1979) . In destination image studies, the labelling of factors, as derived from factor analysis, is seen as being "a notoriously subjective activity" (Walmsley and Young, 1998) . As a result, the first dimension was The criterion validity of the destination image scale was assessed using two ordinary least square (OLS) regressions analyses. The three destination image dimensions were considered as independent variables and overall destination image evaluation and intention to recommend as the dependent variables. The regression models were checked for multicollinearity effect using variance inflation factor (VIF). 
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Destination Personality
Similarly, the 27-items destination personality scale was subjected to exploratory factor analysis. The KMO value was at 0.85 and Bartlett's test was significant at the 0.00 level. Both results demonstrate the appropriateness of factor analyses to the data. Applying the same empirical criteria to that of the destination image scale, a final 3-factor model emerged from the analysis. Table 4 presents the results of exploratory factor analysis for the destination personality scale. Items with factor loadings lower than 0.45 are omitted. Table 4 shows that a three factor solution was adequate according to: (a) the acceptable eigenvalues; and (b) the satisfactory amount of total variance explained.
The three factors had eigenvalues greater than 1 and accounted for 59 percent of the total variation in the data. All factors have relatively high reliability coefficients: sincerity (α = 0.81), excitement (α = 0.72), with the exception of conviviality (α = 0.69) which was only marginally below the recommended 0.70 threshold level. The factor loadings are reasonably robust (all ≥ .58) and establish the construct validity of the scale (Churchill, 1979) . The first factor was labelled "sincerity" and explained the highest proportion of the variance (26%) with eigenvalue of 4.70. The sincerity dimension includes the items: sincere, intelligent, reliable, successful, wholesome and down to earth. The second factor was labelled as "excitement" and explained 18 per cent of variance with eigenvalue of 1.75. The excitement dimension consists of the items: exciting, daring, spirited and original. The last factor "conviviality" accounts for 16 percent of the variance (eigenvalue=1.22) and comprises the items: friendly, family oriented and charming.
Two OLS regression analyses provide an assessment of the criterion validity of the destination personality scale. These analyses examined the relationship between destination personality and the independent variables an attitude toward the destination and intention to recommend. The dimensions sincerity, excitement and conviviality were considered as independent variables, and an attitude towards the destination and intention to recommend as the dependent variables. The regression models were inspected for multicollinearity effect and all VIF values were less than 10, indicating no evidence of multicollinearity (Hair et al., 1998) . From the regression results, destination personality was statistically significant at predicting an attitude towards the destination (R² = 0.23, F (3,144) = 14.61, p=0.00) and intention to recommend (R² = 0.23, F (3,144) = 14.34, p=0.00). As a result, these findings provide evidence for the criterion validity of the destination personality scale (Churchill, 1979) .
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Study 2
A second study was carried out with the main purpose to establish the external validity of the findings. Data were collected from a second sample in the departure lounge of a major European airport. Participants were British tourists waiting for their return flights to the UK after visiting a popular European city. Respondents were approached randomly to participate in the survey. The questionnaire comprised of the 12-item destination image and 13-item destination personality scales as derived from exploratory factor analysis in Study 1. A total of 120 questionnaires were collected and a final 102 retained for analysis. The second sample consists of 60% males and 40% females. In terms of age group, the profile was as follows: 16−24: 19%, 25−34:
43%, 35−44: 23%, above 44: 15%. The majority of respondents (91%) were on their first visit to this European city.
The factor structure of the destination image and destination personality scales items were estimated using LISREL 8.1 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1996) . PRELIS was used to generate the variance-covariance matrix as input. The overall fit of the measurement model was determined initially by examining the χ 2 statistics. A significant χ 2 value indicates an inadequate fit but one should be cautious in interpreting the results because χ 2 statistics are dependent on sample size (Marsh and Hocevar, 1985; Bollen, 1989) . As a result, several other fit indexes are available that are independent of sample size (Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988; Hu and Bentler, 1998) . Among these, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) are relatively unaffected by sample size.
A three-dimensional confirmatory factor model was estimated on the 12-items destination image scale. Initial inspection of the model revealed that fit indices were below recommended standards (e.g. Hu and Bentler, 1999) and indicates a poor fit: χ and conviviality (α = 0.76) exceeded the minimum recommended level of 0.70 (Churchill, 1979) .
Relationship between Destination Image and Destination Personality
The relationship between brand image and brand personality lacks both theoretical and empirical support in the literature. This article seeks to address the nature of this relationship based on tourists' evaluation of destination image and destination personality. The relationship between the two constructs was tested using canonical correlation. Canonical correlation analysis is a multivariate statistical model that estimates the simultaneous relationships between two sets of multiple variables.
The underlying logic involves the derivation of a linear combination of variables from each of the two sets of variables (the destination personality and destination image summated scales, each consisting of three sub-scales) called canonical variates. Such a procedure attempts to maximise the correlation between two linear combinations of variables (Hair et al., 1998) . The maximum number of canonical variates (functions) that can be extracted from a set of variables equals the number of variables in the smallest set of variables, in our case three. The canonical correlation analyses were run using the MANOVA procedure in SPSS. The analyses for the destination image and destination personality sub-scales resulted in two meaningful canonical functions significant at the 0.05 or better probability level. For the significant functions, the canonical correlations ranged from 0.02 to 0.99 as can be seen in Table 6 . The results of the analysis also indicate that the two significant variates for both studies explained a high percentage of total variance: Study 1: 78% and 83%;
Study 2: 80% and 77% respectively. However, the destination personality variance recovered from the destination image scale was 13 percent for Study 1 and 18 percent for Study 2 (see Table 5 ). The two significant pairs reveal that, with the exception of physical atmosphere as part of destination image, the sub-scales affective and accessibility are, in general, directly related to sincerity, excitement and conviviality.
Such an outcome establishes the duality of the relationship between the two constructs.
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The current article makes an important contribution to the understanding of brand image and brand personality in the context of tourism destinations. In the literature, several models exist to understand brand image and brand personality, but empirical investigations on the relationship between the two constructs are scarce.
The terms brand image and brand personality are used interchangeably (e.g., Gardner and Levy, 1955; Martineau, 1958) . In other cases, brand image and brand personality are theoretically identified as either separate concepts (e.g., Gordon, 1996) or relating concepts (e.g., Hendon and Williams, 1985; Upshaw, 1995) . Some authors attempt to delineate between the two constructs (see for e.g., Patterson, 1999) but discussions remain only at the conceptual level.
Using canonical correlation, this study provides some empirical support to this contentious debate. Results indicate that destination image and destination personality are two different but related concepts. At least two of the destination image sub-scales (affective and accessibility) were significantly related to the destination personality scales (sincerity, excitement and conviviality). In the first study, almost 13 percent of the variance in destination personality was recovered from the destination image scale and 18 percent in the second study. As a result, these findings support the proposition that brand image is an encompassing term with brand personality as one of its components (e.g., Plummer, 1984) and brand personality is more related to the affective (softer) side of brand image. However, despite the statistical significance of these results, further investigations are required, given the limitation of this study to tourist destinations. Future studies could adopt a similar approach but in a different context (for e.g., retailing) to further substantiate our results.
Our study also makes important theoretical contributions to both the generic marketing and tourism literatures. Academics must pay particular attention at distinguishing between brand image and brand personality, since, failure to do so, will hinder research progress and result in poor conceptual developments. The terms brand personality and brand image must not be used interchangeably. Our research is seen to partially complement Patterson (1999) study in an attempt to delineate between the two constructs. In contrast to Patterson (1999) who adopted a conceptual approach, this study builds upon an empirical stance at identifying the relationship between brand image and brand personality.
The present findings provide support for the application of Aaker's (1997) brand personality scale to tourism places. Previous studies focus on the applicability and validity of the scale to consumer goods and across cultures, but very little research attempts to test the relevance of brand personality to tourist destinations. The study results, however, do not fully replicate Aaker's (1997) five dimensional structure. Instead, in our study, destination personality comprises of only three salient dimensions: sincerity, excitement and conviviality. The evidence of a three versus a five dimensional solution is in line with Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Guido (2001) argument that brand personalities can comprise a small number of dimensions.
From a practical standpoint, our findings offer important implications for developing destination marketing strategies. The tourism industry is increasingly competitive with destination marketing organisations (DMO's) competing to attract tourists. Creating and managing an appropriate destination image (or brand image) and destination personality (or brand personality) have become vital for effective positioning and differentiation. Our study provides evidence that personality traits are ubiquitous in tourists' evaluations of tourist destinations. More specifically, destination marketers should concentrate on developing promotional campaigns emphasising the distinctive personality of their places. In terms of antecedents, a multitude of marketing variables such as user imagery and advertising can create brand personality (Batra et al., 1993; Plummer, 1984) . As such, the use of different promotional tools (e.g., public relations, media advertising) can play a vital role in creating and maintaining a destination's distinctive personality.
Furthermore, the study found that tourists' evaluation of destinations comprised of cognitive, affective and personality dimensions. Destination marketers, in order to create a favourable image, are required to devise branding strategies that encompasses the three dimensions. Destination promoters can focus on the commonality between destination image and destination personality in order to communicate unique destination features and influence tourist behaviour. As a result, the positioning of a destination can translate into its rational benefits (cognitive images), such as accessibility and liveliness of the place. At a deeper level, destinations should communicate their emotional benefits (affective images and personality characteristics) such as the friendliness of its people, pleasure, excitement and relaxation.
This article makes important theoretical contributions to our understanding of the brand image -brand personality relationship. Nevertheless, it entails some limitations and overcoming them can act as a catalyst for future research streams.
First, this study uses a battery of multi-attributes in the form of semantic differential scales to gauge destination image. The list of attributes may be incomplete and does not incorporate all relevant characteristics of destination image (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991; Gartner, 1989) . Future studies could adopt both structured and unstructured (e.g. free elicitation and triad elicitation) methods to capture the complex assessment of destinations (Echtner and Ritchie, 1993; Dann, 1996) .
In this study, destination personality was measured using Aaker's (1997) brand personality scale, which was originally developed to measure brand personality in consumer good settings. As a result, personality traits used in this study might not reflect the full gamut of personality traits associated with destinations. To provide a comprehensive picture of the destination personality construct, future research could use qualitative research in the forms of focus groups or projective techniques to elicit destination-specific personality characteristics. Finally, the sample size is small and specific to only one culture (British respondents). As a result, the findings cannot be generalised to the wider tourist population. Despite these limitations, it seems beyond doubt that the two studies described in this article make important theoretical and empirical contributions to our understanding of the contentious relationship between brand image and brand personality. Further investigations along the same lines will certainly contribute to the debate.
